6/26/94 


Dear £Lm, 

Tlianks for the two version of 89-43-1 04 , 9 ne partly redacted. #103 was disclosed to 
lae in 70-0322, without prior CIA. approval. But in that lawsuit other records relating 
to the tape were uithhhld and my detailed appeals were ignored. I think it would be good 
to demand them now and now there can be no reason for withholding them. As you may 
remember , I wrote the FBI about thid. W/hat you sent me alone proves it lied to me 
in telling mo that what it transferred to the Archives is what it had already discsloeed 


The unredacted copy inches that the Mexico City SAC "Anderson has arranged for a 
transcript of the call" that was intercepted. Other disclosed records seem to indicate 
tliat iiudd got to B a n as , whetfe'eitman picked him up at ^ove field, without such a trans- 
cript. 

After the picture he had and the tape A was listened to Dallas cabled or telepyped a 
summary of the tape to J^BIIICi. *t then asked for a transcript and that was sent immediately. 
The record tliat includes the surtmarj. and the one that is the transcrip^iere withheld 
from me and I appealed that withholding. 

If you look at the0se pages the original classification was by the FBI and in my 
lawsuit. That classification was then unjustified. Thi. s was even more true in 1980, 
when the CIA classified it. What was classified was public knowledge. 

"Secret" appears not to have been on the reccid when typed. It is added to the bottoms 
the- the two copies at different points at the bottom. 

From Shanlclin's memo Belmont lied in saying- that Dallas had itadsaaiiy 
practically all" the Oswald info from Mexico City. Unless there was none then. 


Thanks. 



Tlianks for the brief but good notice of U ase 0 pen . to whom was it sent? 

tod for the iiewsday story. ^iless there a & differences in the sets of ahtopsy photos I 

wonder what can be learned from the second set not yet located? 



